tinctly expressed your belief in the necessity of an active interference with disease, and in the efficacy of many of the received remedies, and that you wished to be understood as having only entered a strong caveat against the blind heroics and unreasonable polypharmacy still too prevalent, and as having suggested a more thorough and searching inquiry into the natural history of morbid phenomena, and into the principles upon which therapeutics should be founded.
Your essay elicited some very interesting correspondence?Dr. Laycock's paper must have been read with the same satisfaction as the many other contributions which have been bestowed by that enlightened physician on the xliv.?xxxi.
*17 [Oct. philosophy of medicine. The letter to which the honoured name of Dr, Andrew Combe is attached, and the anonymous epistles in your last Number, appear to me to set rather too much in the direction of the expectant method.
You will therefore, perhaps, excuse me, if, at the risk of uttering things trite and tedious, I venture to make a few remarks, the drift of which will be opposed to the non-coercive system of treating diseases.
The question before us is, whether it is safer to leave diseases to their own course, or to interpose what we call remedies? And really this is a very frightful question to be asking at the present date of the world's history, when medicine has been proposed as an art two thousand years and more ! What! is it a probability admitting of debate, that, of the countless swarms of ghosts that have passed " the melancholy flood," medicine has introduced to the " grim ferryman" those whom kind Nature would have held back ? But we need not frighten the imagination with horrible surmises of forthcoming corollaries from a possible conclusion, which, if it were true, would be one of the mournfullest truths in the universe.
I confess that Dr. Fleischmann's [Oct.
In your pamphlet, page 31, some excellent reasons are adduced for believing that " Nature can cure diseases without the assistance of art;" but they appear to me to admit of some limitation.
Thus it is quite true that diseases are cured " among uncivilized nations, of ancient and modern times, under the sole influence of magic, charms, or other practices equally ineffective;" but, on the other hand, in proof of the inefficiency not only of these methods, but also of Nature herself, one might appeal to the eagerness with which savage tribes invite the medical aid of travellers, and to the extravagant confidence they repose in it, as compared with their anticipations of benefit from their own remedies.
With regard to the expectant system of medicine, though it became very prevalent, we must not forget that its failures generated that disposition to violent heroics which characterised the practice of the first quarter of the nineteenth century. Should the present overweening trust in Nature continue, we may apprehend a similar reaction.
The apparent success of quack medicines, inferred from the large consumption of them, does, I agree with you in thinking, in some measure prove that a vast number of diseases get well spontaneously. Yet we may err in presuming that the popularity of such remedies depends mainly on their seeming utility. Much of the estimation in which they are held may, I suspect, be assigned to the circumstance that a large number of them are, more or less, derived from the class of purgatives; the action of which is always in high favour with the laity. Many a physician has heard the reproaches of patients for the inertness of his prescriptions, simply because they had not produced catharsis?a process associated in their minds with anything like activity of treatment.
As for hydropathy, the subjects of its milder processes may, perhaps, fairly be said to owe their recovery to the vis medicatrix; but in its full administration the system is a glaring instance of medicina perturbatrix. It is drugging, and very dangerously, with aqua pura.
That practitioners, as they advance in life, become more and more inclined to confide in the resources of Nature, would imply that experience has not taught them to attach as much value to artificial methods of cure as at earlier periods of their career. But we must not lose sight of the fact that age brings not only wisdom, but also an indisposition to enterprise in our own as in other professions. There is also another consideration to be borne in mind. Physicians, whose practice is chiefly consulting, meet with a large proportion of chronic cases ; and, as Dr. Alison has judiciously remarked in his essay on Inflammation, in the ' Library of Medicine,' with reference to the value of bloodletting, they are often called in, either when the time has gone by for the remedy to be either safe or advantageous, or when it has already been practised as far as the patient's strength would allow. They are, therefore, less likely to be impressed with its efficacy than those who are present at the onset of the disease, and see it quelled at once by the prompt administration of this measure.
I have not adverted to hygienic methods, which are said to be capable of curing diseases without the aid of other remedies. Allowing this to be true, we must, nevertheless, perceive that they are interpositions of art. If a patient is confined to bed, when but for orders he would be sitting up or walking about; if he is restricted to bread and water, or milk, when otherwise he would be living as usual; if a particular temperature of his room is maintained, &c. &c., and he gets well?his case, surely, ought not to be adduced as an example of the curative powers of Nature. There has been a decided interference of Art.
I should deeply regret were these cursory remarks to give you the impression that I underrate the reparative powers of Nature, or that I advocate anything approaching to meddlesome practice. My intention was to hint, first, that a priori we might expect there should be an art of medicine?an art analogous to all other arts ; for they all consist in the subjugation of the materials and forces in Nature to the wishes of man; and, secondly, that it is an error to speak of salutary changes, as those of Nature par excellence, for she is destruc- 
